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Examiner's Detailed Office Action 

1. This Office Action is responsive to Request Continued Examination, filed September 
21, 2007. 

2. Claims 1-19 will be examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-6, 10-16, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of 
the claimed invention. The examiner has found no support for that applicant's claimed 
"preexisting collection" as found in claims 1-6, 10-16, and 19. 

5. Claims 1, 10, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The examiner has found no support for that applicant's claimed 
"anomalous data item that is misclassified" as found in claims 1,10, and 19. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 -1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Agrawal et al. 
(USPN 6 5 094 5 651 ? referred to as Agrawal) in view of Yost et al. (USPN 6,567,796, referred 
to as Yost). 

Regarding claims 1 and 19: 
Agrawal teaches, 

applying at least one first rule to add the incoming data item and adding the incoming 
data item to a preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 1, L 38-45; Examiner's Note (EN): 
Having not further defined the claimed "preexisting collection" in the claimed invention, 
the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "preexisting collection" reads on the 
database as taught by Agrawal.) of one or more data items if the incoming data item 
follows the first rule (Agrawal; C 1, L 38-45; EN: The examiner takes the position that 
based on the incoming data from the collection one or more rules are used to determine 
which data to add to the multidimensional database, and how to arrange said data in the 
database.); 
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calculating statistics regarding the data items in the preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 3, 
L 1-6; EN: Having not farther defined the claimed "statistics" in the claimed invention, 
the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "statistics" read on the residual 
difference and surprise value taught as by Agrawal); 

applying one or more second rules to the calculated statistics to identify whether the 
incoming data item is an anomalous data item that is misclassified (EN: The examiner 
takes the position that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
an anomalous data item is inherently misclassified.) and has not properly been added to 
the preexisting collection despite satisfying the at least one first rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38- 
43; EN: Having not further defined the claimed "anomalous data item" in the claimed 
invention, the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "anomalous data item" 
read on the data anomalies as taught by Agrawal.); 

flagging the incoming data item as an anomalous data item if the data item is identified as 
an anomalous data item (Agrawal; C 4, L 47-52; EN: Having not further defined the 
claimed "flagging [of] incoming data" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found 
that the applicant's claimed "flagging [of] incoming data" reads on the highlighting of 
exceptions as taught by Agrawal.); and 

indicating to at least one user that the preexisting collection contains at least one data 
item that has been identified as anomalous with regard to other data items in the 
preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 4, L 58-62; EN: Having not further defined the 
claimed "indicating to at least one user" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found 
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that the applicant's claimed "indicating to at least one user" reads on the identifying of 
anomalous data using a user interface as taught by Agrawal.). 

Agrawal does not teach the retrieving of a user preference profile or the indicating to a 
user based on a retrieved user preference profile. 
However, Yost does teach, 

The retrieving of a user preference profile and the indicating to a user based on a 
retrieved user preference profile (Yost; C 8, L 24-28; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that by teaching the delivery of data based on the user's criteria, Yost et al. 
anticipates the retrieving of said user profile. This position is supported by the fact that 
in order to properly deliver the correct data to the user, the invention of Yost et al must 
retrieve the personalization module at some point). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the anomaly search method of Agrawal with the subscription based broadcast 
system of Yost for the purpose of facilitating the real time processing of data based on a 
user profile (Yost; C 8, L 20-33). 

Regarding claim 2: 
Agrawal teaches, 

(Currently Amended) The method wherein calculating comprises calculating a mean data 
item size and standard deviation for the other data items in the preexisting collection 
(Agrawal; C 3, L 16-20; EN: The examiner takes the position that in teaching the 
recursively subtracting of the value of different data items from an average data item 
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value the applicant's claimed calculating of a mean data item size and standard deviation 
is anticipated). 

Regarding claims 3 and 4: 

The examiner takes the position that in regards to claims 3 and 4 Agrawal anticipates the 
calculating of a mean interval (claim 3) and an arrival time (claim 4) of data items and a 
calculation of a mean and a standard deviation between these values, in Column 9, Lines 
63-67, where Agrawal teaches that the data includes a time dimension. Furthermore, the 
examiner previously established that Agrawal taught the calculation of standard deviation 
based on the values of the data items. 

Regarding claim 5: 
Agrawal teaches, 

calculating a presence or absence of keywords for the other data items in the preexisting 
collection; and identifying whether the data item is an anomalous data item based on the 
presence or absence of keywords (Agrawal; C 2, L 43-53; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the calculating of the presence or absence of keywords and identifying 
whether an anomalous data item is present based on said keywords is anticipated by 
Agrawal teaching the use of keyword such as "Self-Exp", "In-Exp", and "Path-Exp" 
which are keywords that have an associated calculated value). 

Regarding claim 6: 
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Agrawal teaches, 

(Currently Amended) The method wherein calculating statistics for the other data items 
in the collection is performed in real time (Agrawal; C 1, L 22-25; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that is it widely known in the art that OLAP methods operate in real- 

time.)- 

Regarding claim 7: 
Agrawal teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the step of calculating statistics for the other data items is 
performed periodically (Agrawal; C 24-28). 

Regarding claim 8: 
Agrawal teaches, 

(Previously Presented) The method wherein identifying comprises determining whether 
the data item falls outside a number of standard deviations from the statistical 

« 

calculations (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-53, C 3, L 16-20, and C 6, L 38-42; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that the 4 'determining" as claimed by the applicant is anticipated by 
Agrawal teaching the use of statistics in locating anomalies). 

Regarding claim 9: 

Agrawal in combination with Yost teaches, 
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(Original) The method comprising setting the number of standard deviations to a value 
set by a user (EN: The examiner take the position that because the standard deviation is a 
value which can be used to determine whether data is an anomaly or not, and because 
exception criteria can be set by the user, the invention of Agrawal in combination with 
the invention of Yost anticipates the setting of standard deviation to a value set by the 
user.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the anomaly search method of Agrawal with the subscription based broadcast 
system of Yost for the purpose of facilitating the real time processing of data based on a 
user profile (Yost; C 8, L 20-33). 



Regarding claims 1 0 
Agrawal teaches, 

applying at least one first rule to add the incoming data item and adding the incoming 
data item to a preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 1, L 38-45; Examiner's Note (EN): 
Having not further defined the claimed "preexisting collection" in the claimed invention, 
the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "preexisting collection" reads on the 
database as taught by Agrawal.) of one or more data items if the incoming data item 
follows the first rule (Agrawal; C 1, L 38-45; EN: The examiner takes the position that 
based on the incoming data from the preexisting collection one or more rules are used to 
determine which data to add to the multidimensional database, and how to arrange said 
data in the database.); 
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calculating statistics regarding the data items in the preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 3, 
L 1-6; EN: Having not further defined the claimed "statistics" in the claimed invention, 
the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "statistics" read on the residual 
difference and surprise value taught as by Agrawal.); 

applying one or more second rules to the calculated statistics to identify whether the 
incoming data item is an anomalous data item that is misclassified (EN: The examiner 
takes the position that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
an anomalous data item is inherently misclassified.) and has not properly been added to 
the preexisting collection despite satisfying the at least one first rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38- 
43; EN: Having not further defined the claimed "anomalous data item" in the claimed 
invention, the examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "anomalous data item" 
read on the data anomalies as taught by Agrawal.); 

flagging the incoming data item as an anomalous data item if the data item is identified as 
an anomalous data item (Agrawal; C 4, L 47-52; EN: Having not further defined the 
claimed "flagging [of] incoming data" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found 
that the applicant's claimed "flagging [of] incoming data" reads on the highlighting of 

« 

exceptions as taught by Agrawal); and 

indicating to at least one user that the preexisting collection contains at least one data 
item that has been identified as anomalous with regard to other data items in the 
preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 4, L 58-62; EN: Having not further defined the 
claimed "indicating to at least one user" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found 
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that the applicant's claimed "indicating to at least one user" reads on the identifying of 
anomalous data using a user interface as taught by Agrawal.). 

Agrawal does not teach the retrieving of a user preference profile or the indicating to a 
user based on a retrieved user preference profile. 
However, Yost does teach, 

The retrieving of a user preference profile and the indicating to a user based on a 
retrieved user preference profile (Yost; C 8, L 24-28; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that by teaching the delivery of data based on the user's criteria, Yost et al. 
anticipates the retrieving of said user profile. This position is supported by the fact that 
in order to properly deliver the correct data to the user, the invention of Yost must 
retrieve the personalization module at some point), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the anomaly search method of Agrawal with the subscription based broadcast 
system of Yost for the purpose of facilitating the real time processing of data based on a 
. user profile (Yost; C 8, L 20-33). 

Regarding claims 1 1 
Agrawal teaches 

(Currently Amended) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising 
a method for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application 
programs as falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other 
data items falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner 
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takes the position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of 
Agrawal anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein calculating comprises 
calculating a mean data item size and standard deviation for the other data items in the 
preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 3, L 16-20; EN: The examiner takes the position that 
the calculating of a mean data item size and standard deviation is anticipated in Agrawal 
teaching the recursive subtracting of the value of different data items from an average 
data item value). 

Regarding claims 12 
Agrawal teaches 

(Currently Amended) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising 
a method for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application 
programs as falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other 
data items falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of 
Agrawal anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein calculating comprises 
calculating a mean interval between data items and standard deviation for the other data 
items in the preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 9, L 63-67; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that Agrawal anticipates the calculating of a mean interval (claim 3) and an 
arrival time (claim 4) of data, where said data includes a time dimension. Additionally, 
the examiner previously established that Agrawal et al. taught the calculation of standard 
deviation and mean value based on the values of the data items). 

i" 
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Regarding claims 1 3 
Agrawal teaches 

(Currently Amended) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising 
a method for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application 
programs as falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other 
data items falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of 
Agrawal anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein calculating comprises 
calculating a mean data item arrival time and standard deviation for the other data items 
in the preexisting collection (Agrawal; C 9, L 63-67; EN: The examiner takes the position 
that Agrawal anticipates the calculating of a mean interval (claim 3) and an arrival time 
(claim 4) of data, where said data includes a time dimension. Additionally, the examiner 
previously established that Agrawal et al. taught the calculation of standard deviation and 
mean value based on the values of the data items). 

Regarding claims 1 4 
Agrawal teaches 

calculating a presence of absence of keywords for other data items in the preexisting 

* 

collection; and identifying whether the data item is an anomalous data item based on the 
presence or absence of keywords (Agrawal; C 2, L 43-53; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the calculating of the presence or absence of keywords and identifying 
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whether an anomalous data item is present based on said keywords is anticipated by 
Agrawal teaching the use of keyword such as "Self-Exp" "In-Exp" and "Path-Exp" 
which are keywords that have an associated calculated value). 



Regarding claims 15 
Agrawal teaches 

(Currently Amended) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising 
a method for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application 
programs as falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other 
data items falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of 
Agrawal anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein calculating statistics for 
other data items in the preexisting collection is performed in real time (Agrawal; C 1, L 
22-25; EN: The examiner takes the position that is it widely known in the art that OLAP 
methods operate in real-time.). 

Regarding claims 1 6 
Agrawal teaches 

(Original) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising a method 
for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application programs as 
falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other data items 
falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner takes the 
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position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of Agrawal 
anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein calculating statistics for other data 
items in the collection is performed periodically (Agrawal; C 24-28). 

Regarding claims 1 7 
Agrawal teaches 

(Original) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising a method 
for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application programs as 
falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other data items 
falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of Agrawal 
anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) wherein identifying comprises determining 
whether the data item falls outside a number of standard deviations from the statistical 
calculations (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-53, C 3, L 16-20, and C 6, L 38-42; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that the "determining" as claimed by the applicant is anticipated by 
Agrawal teaching the use of statistics in locating anomalies). 

Regarding claims 1 8 

Agrawal combination with Yost teaches 

(Original) The computer readable media (Agrawal; C 3, L 23-30) comprising a method 
for recognizing and flagging a data item used by one or more application programs as 
falling within the scope of a rule but anomalous when compared with other data items 
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falling within the scope of the rule (Agrawal; C 2, L 38-43; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the broad teaching of locating anomalies in the invention of Agrawal 
anticipates the applicant's claimed invention.) comprising setting the number of standard 
deviations to a value set by a user (EN: The examiner take the position that because the 
standard deviation is a value which can be used to determine whether data is an anomaly 
or not, and because exception criteria can be set by the user, the invention of Agrawal in 
combination with the invention of Yost anticipates the setting of standard deviation to a 
value set by the user.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the anomaly search method of Agrawal with the subscription based broadcast 
system of Yost for the purpose of facilitating the real time processing of data based on a 
user profile (Yost; C 8, L 20-33). 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed on September 21, 2007 have been fully considered but are found to 
be non-persuasive. The unpersuasive arguments made by the Applicant are stated below: 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Thus, Agrawal fails to teach or suggest the element of "adding the incoming data item to a 
preexisting collection of one or more data items if the incoming data item follows the first rule." 

Examiner's response: 
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The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has found that having not 
further defined the applicant's claimed "preexisting collection", in the claimed invention, the 
examiner has found that the applicant's claimed "preexisting collection" reads on the database as 
taught by Agrawal. 
The rejection of claims 1-19 stands. 

a 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

Thus, Agrawal is silent with regards to identifying incoming data items is an anomalous data item 
that is misclassified and has not properly been added to the preexisting collection. 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and the examiner takes the 
position that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that an anomalous data 
item is inherently misclassified. 
The rejection of claims 1-19 stands. 

Conclusion 

■ 

Claims 1-19 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Adrian L. Kennedy whose telephone number is (571) 270-1 505. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon -Fri 8:30am-5pm. If attempts to reach the examiner 
by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David Vincent can be reached on 
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(571) 272-3080. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

David Vincent 

Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 




